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ABSTRACT 


Congressional  micromanagement  of  tiie  defense  budget  is  a  crucial  element  of  the 
struggle  between  the  legislative  and  executive  tranches  to  shape  militaiy  spending.  By 
altering  presidential  funding  requests.  Congress  can  impose  its  own  preferences  on  the 
defense  budget,  and  thereby  help  guide  the  restructuring  of  U.S.  armed  forces. 
Congressional  micromanagement  has  draw  u^nous  criticism  from  academics  aixl 
Department  of  Defense  official.  Yet,  for  ail  its  nticism,  surprisingly  little  empirical 
research  has  been  conducted  on  the  number  and  magnitude  of  program  fimding  changes 
appropriated  by  Congress. 

This  thesis  uses  budgeting  documents  provided  by  the  Comptroller  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  conduct  two  related  studies.  The  first  is  a  multi  year  (K\<al 
Years  1989-1994)  trend  analysis  of  one  account,  procurement,  which  examines  how  the 
end  of  the  Cold- War  has  affected  micromanagement  by  congressional  appropnators.  The 
secorul  study  examines  all  defense  budget  categories  for  one  representative  year  (FY1994) 
to  compare  the  amount  of  micromanagement  in  procurement  with  that  of  other  accounts. 
Taken  together,  these  studies  answer  four  questions  crucial  to  the  issue  of 
micromanagement;  (1)  what  percentage  of  procurement  funding  requests  are  altered  in 
congressional  appropriations,  and  how  has  that  percentage  changed  with  the  collapse  of 
t)w  Soviet  threat;  (2)  how  big  ate  the  cuts  -  and  additions  -  made  by  the  apptopriators 
to  the  president’s  request;  (3)  whether  the  House  or  the  Senate  is  mote  dominant  in 
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shaping  the  final  appropriations  bill;  and  (4)  which  of  the  aiin«l  services  and  elements 
of  the  defense  budget  are  subjected  to  the  greatest  micromanagement? 

This  thesis  argues  that  despite  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  the  percentage  of  budget 
line  items  for  procurement  (i.e.  weapons  production)  altered  by  congressional 
appropriators  remained  nearly  constant  from  FY  1989-1994.  In  tlw  six  year  analyzed,  the 
percentage  of  procurement  line  items  changed  by  congressional  appropriators  was 
between  20  to  23  percent.  Measured  in  dollars.  Congress  never  changed  more  than  27 
percent  of  the  total  spending  in  the  president's  finding  request.  Congress  subtracted  from 
more  line  items  that  it  added  to,  however  line  item  subtractions  were  smaller  \on  average 
(42  million  dollars)  than  additions  (63  million  dollars).  This  thesis  also  found  that  Senate 
changes  to  individual  line  items  were  more  likely  to  be  retained  in  the  final  appropriiuions 
bill  than  were  House  changes.  However,  when  averaged,  line  item  changes  proposed  by 
the  House  were  closer  to  the  final  conference  average  than  those  proposed  in  the  Senate. 
A  cross  service  analysis  of  defense  appropriatitHis  line  item  budgeting  revealed  no 
particular  service  as  the  prime  target  of  Congressional  micromanagement,  nor  were  any 
specific  procurement  programs  within  the  services  targeted  above  other  programs.  Finally, 
the  single  year  cross  sectional  analysis  revealed  that  the  activity  in  the  DoD  procurement 
account  i.s  indicative  of  legislative  change  in  die  operations  and  research  accounts,  but  not 


in  construction  and  housing. 
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CXICUTIVE  SUMMARY 

Congronioiial  iiucroaMiiag«ai«nt  of  the  defense  budget  is  s  crucial  elenient  of  the  struggle 
between  the  Iqiisiative  Md  executive  branches  to  shi^M  military  spending.  By  altering 
presadentiai  ftnubng  requests.  Congress  can  impose  its  own  preferences  on  die  defense  budget 
and,  thereby,  help  guide  the  restructmingof  U.S.  armed  forces.  Congressional  mioomanagenMnt 
has  (hewn  enormous  criticism  from  academics  and  defense  department  officials.  Yet.  for  all  its 
criticiam.  sioimsingly  little  empirical  research  has  been  conducted  on  the  number  and  magnitude 
of  program  funding  changes  appropriated  by  Cot^ress. 

This  thesis  uses  budgeting  documents  provided  by  the  CmnptroUer  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  to  conduct  two  relmed  studies.  The  first  is  a  muld  year  (FYs  1989>1994)  trend  analysis 
of  one  account,  procurement,  which  examines  how  the  end  of  the  Cold-War  has  affected 
micromanagement  Iqr  congressional  appropriators.  The  second  study  examines  all  defense  budget 
categories  for  one  representative  year  (FY  1994)  to  compare  the  amount  of  micromanagement 
in  procurement  with  that  of  other  accounta  Taken  together,  these  studies  answer  four  questioM 
crucial  to  the  issue  of  mkromanagemsnt  (1)  what  percentage  of  procurement  funding  requests 
are  almred  in  congressional  appropriations,  and  bow  has  that  percentage  changed  widi  the 
coHapse  of  the  Soviet  threat;  (2)  how  big  are  the  cuts  •  and  additions  -  made  by  foe  approprialors 
to  foe  president’s  request;  (3)  which  chanfosr.  foe  House  or  foe  Senate,  is  more  dominant  in 
shaping  the  final  approprimioes  bill;  and  (4)  which  ci  foe  armed  services  or  program  elements 
within  foe  defense  budget  are  subfocled  so  foe  greatest  aucromanagement? 
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This  thesis  argues  that  despite  the  end  of  the  Cold  War,  the  percentage  of  budget  line 
items  for  procurement  (i.e.  weaports  production)  alt^ed  by  congressional  appropriators  remained 
nearly  constant  ftom  FY  1989  to  FY  1994.  In  the  six  year  analyzed,  die  pru^centage  of 
procurement  line-items  changed  by  congressional  appropriators  was  b^ween  20  to  23  pmeent. 
Measured  in  dollars.  Congress  never  changed  more  than  27  percent  of  the  total  spending  in  the 
president's  funding  request.  Congress  subtracted  from  more  line  items  that  it  added  to,  however 
line  item  subtractions  were  smaller  on  average  (42  million  dollars)  than  additions  (63  million 
dollars).  This  thesis  also  found  that  Senate  clmges  to  individual  line  items  were  more  likely  to 
be  retained  in  the  final  appropritfions  bill  than  were  Fkiuse  dumges.  However,  when  averaged, 
line  item  changes  proposed  by  the  House  were  closer  to  the  fmal  conference  average  than  those 
proposed  in  the  Senate. 

A  cross  service  analysis  of  defense  appropriatioas  line  item  budgeting  revealed  no 
particular  service  as  the  prime  target  of  Congresstonal  micromanagement,  nor  were  any  specific 
procurement  programs  within  the  stavices  targeted  above  other  programs.  Finally,  the  stngle  year 
cross  sectional  analysts  revealed  thtf  the  activity  in  the  Dt^  procurement  account  is  indicative 
of  l^islalive  chmige  in  the  operatkms  and  research  accounts,  but  not  in  constnictioo  wd  housing. 

Adthtiooally.  there  is  very  little  cohesioo  between  die  various  defense  oversight  committees  other 
than  the  fact  that  spprofMriaton  do  tend  to  stay  within  the  limits  set  by  the  amhorizttion  bill. 
Appropriators  are  also  much  more  active  overall  and  tond  to  cut  from  Inidget  requests  more 
frequently  than  ainhorizars. 
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L  ormooucnoN 


Coograwonai  micromanagsment  of  the  defense  budget  is  a  cnicial  element  of  die 
struggle  between  dM  legislative  and  executive  brMches  to  shape  military  spending.  By 
altering  the  specific  {MOgram  funding  requests  made  by  the  president.  Congress  can 
impose  its  own  detailed  preferences  on  the  defense  budget  and.  thereby,  help  guide  the 
restructuring  of  U.S.  armed  forces  for  the  post-Cold  War  era.  This  congressional 
micromanagement  has  drawn  enmmous  criticism  from  academics  and  defense  depanment 
officials,  who  attack  it  as  an  inappropnale  legislative  power  grab  that  disrupts  and  disiDfis 
the  military's  budgming  procesa  Yet  for  all  this  oibctsm.  sutprisiagly  litde  empirical 
research  has  been  conducted  on  the  actual  nunfoer  and  magnitude  of  program  funding 
changes  made  by  Congress  This  lack  of  research  is  particularly  true  of  the  fuodmg 
ultimately  appropriated  (and  not  merely  authoruad)  for  defense  Moreover,  while  many 
academics  argue  dial  congressienal  micromanagement  is  dnveo  by  the  daaire  to  create 
weapons  production  |obs  for  corstitueirts,  no  study  has  focused  on  raictomaoagenMnt  of 
the  (uecwement  (i  e..  weapons  ptoducbon)  account  by  comparing  dm  amount  of 
micfomanagament  in  dim  accoucn  with  other  dsfonae  budget  caaagones  Nor  have 
previous  studies  examined  variaiiom  m  *e  amount  aucromanagsment  direcaed  at  the 
apj^poprtackms  for  the  Army.  Air  Force,  Navy  and  Marine  Corpt. 
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This  thesis  toes  but^^g  documents  provided  the  Com^itroller  of  the 
OrgMtftment  of  Defense  to  comhict  two  rdemd  studies.  The  first  is  s  multi*yesr 
(FYs  19S9-1994)  trend  aneiysis  of  one  account,  pfocitf«aMnt,  which  wcMunes  how  the 
end  of  die  Cold  War  has  afferted  micromana^nent  by  congresaonal  appropriators.  The 
second  study  eKaroines  defense  bucket  caiegohes  for  one  representative  year 
(FY  1994)  to  compare  die  amount  of  micromaciagement  to  procitfement  with  that  of  <Hher 
accoimts.  Tdien  together,  these  studies  answw  four  questions  ciuaai  to  the  issue  of 
nucromanagement:  (1)  whM  percentage  of  procurement  funduig  requests  are  altered  in 
congressional  appropruttions  and  bow  has  diat  percentage  changed  with  the  ocdlapee  of 
the  Soviet  threat,  (2)  how  big  are  the  cuts  •  and  addmoos  •  made  by  appropnators  to  the 
presulsnt*s  requert;  (3)  which  chamber,  die  House  or  die  Senate,  is  more  dominant  in 
shapmg  the  final  appropriations  bill,  and  (4)  which  of  die  armed  servicas  or  program 
elements  withm  the  defense  budget  are  sut^ecied  to  dw  greatest  nucromanagameot? 

This  thews  argues  dut  daspife  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  the  percentage  of  budget 
line>items  for  procitfaBoent  altered  by  congrsanonsi  appropnaiors  has  remained  nearly 
conwant  from  FY  I9t9  to  FY  1994  In  dm  wx  years  analyaad,  the  percentage  of 
procuremeni  lino>ii«tta  changed  by  congreanonal  appropnaiors  diowed  litde  vananon, 
ranging  from  between  20  to  23  parcant  over  diaa  period  If  dm  change  retaboeahtps 
between  procurement  and  two  other  accounts,  operations  wmI  rsaenrch,  ohaerved  dunng 
the  Croat  sectional  analyws  of  dw  FY  1994  are  UMheanve  of  sfidard  panama,  ^an  vary 
faw  of  dw  bui%ti  chaises  made  by  ktgtslaiors  over  dw  last  ax  yean  are  aqrpical 
Measured  m  dollars,  Congraaa  never  changed  more  than  27  parant  of  dw  total  ^wndmg 
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ia  die  president's  procuremeiit  request.  Hm  higbs  were  achieved  in  FY  1990  and  1991 
when  congressioiial  dissatisfactioa  with  the  presideat's  request  was  especially  intense.  Of 
the  line-itern  changes  made,  approphators  cut  program  requests  more  often  than  they 
increased  ftmding.  However,  line-itmn  subtractions  were  smaller  in  size  ($42  million  on 
average)  thm  were  additions  ($63  million  on  average).  This  study  also  finds  that  in  four 
of  the  SIX  years  sampled,  individual  Senate  Defense  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
line-item  changes  were  more  likely  to  be  retained  in  the  final  bill  than  were  House 
Appri^ations  changes.  However,  die  liouse  more  often  was  closer  to  the  procurement 
account's  net  dollar  value  average  (in  both  additions  and  subtractions).  Taken  together 
these  findings  indicate  that  the  fuial  conference  accepts,  at  face  value,  more  Senate  marks 
but  on  the  whole  strives  to  stay  closer  to  House  marks.  Additiooally,  a  cross-cut  analysis 
of  annual  defense  appropnanons  line-itam  budgetmg  reveals  that  no  particular  service  or 
prt^am  element  was  the  target  of  the  Congresstonal  micromanagement.  Nor  was  any 
parhcultf  servKe  or  program  stngled  out  during  FY  I994's  cross-sectiooal  study.  Congress 
changes  roughly  2 1%  of  die  lino-ttmiis  submitted  each  year  m  the  i^esident's  procurement 
budget  request,  procurement  etpiaies  to  about  33%  of  the  whole  DoD  bu(%et  The  net 
fiscal  efTects  of  die  changes  are  smal).  only  about  $11  billioo  dollars  decrease  m  a  $280 
btilion  dollar  bwhptf  >n  $1994 
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IL  THE  ISSUE  OF  MICROMANAGEMENT 


When  critics  attack  Congress  for  micromanaging  defoise,  that  charge  usually  includes 

e  multitude  of  sins:  requiring  the  Department  of  Defense  to  submit  numerous  (and 

nonsmsical)  rqiorts,  demanding  too  much  testimony  from  DoD  witnesses  at  legislative 

hearings,  or  a  variety  of  other  congressional  dictates.  However,  the  element  of 

micromanagement  that  is  most  significant  for  defense  budgeting  is  the  congressional 

pmchant  for  altering  "line-items"  in  the  president’s  budget  request;  that  is,  for  making 

specific  changes  to  the  funding  proposals  of  individual  programs  listed  in  the  request.  The 

growth  of  this  form  of  mic.  ./management  emerged  in  part  due  to  the  larger,  post-Vietnam 

and  post-Watergate  effort  by  Congress  to  pli^  a  greater  role  in  military  policymaking. 

However,  micromanagmnent  also  reflected  the  competition  for  budgetary  influence 

between  die  authorizing  committees  and  the  appropriations  committees  (e^cially  the 

Home  and  Senate  Defense  Aj^ropnadons  Subcommittees).  In  1960  the  Armed  Services 

Committees  began  to  apply  the  technique  of  annual  authorizations  to  the  procurement  part 

of  the  defense  budget  and  then  continued  to  expand  its  application  to  other  titles  within 

the  budget.  (Kolodziej  1966,  Stephens  1971.  Art  1985a).  Robert  J.  Art  argues  that 

Intercommittee  rivalry  (between  the  Armed  Services  and  Defense  Appropriations 
Subcommittees)  and  control  over  the  Pentagon  were  the  two  political  imperatives 
that  drove  the  Armed  Services  Committee  into  ever  more  detailed  reviews  of  the 
amiual  budget  and  away  from  what  had  been  their  pattern  from  1945-1960,  namely, 
a  ndher  gen^  look  id  the  nation's  defense  policies  through  annual  posture 
hearings.  (Art,  l98Sa,  229) 
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Concurroit  with  Art's  article,  an  extensive  study  of  defease  decision  making  procedures 

the  SMiate  Armed  Services  Committee  (including  three  days  of  testimony  on  the 
Soiate  Floor  by  Senators  Barry  GoldwatM^  (R-AZ)  and  Sam  Nunn  (D-GA))  heightened 
attention  to  the  problem  of  micromanagmnent.  Several  articles  later  appeared  castigating 
the  failure  of  Congress  to  provide  reasoned  oversight  and  recommending  exitansive 
structural  changes.  (Crackel  198S.  Higgs  1988.  Art  1989.  Owens  1991)  A  1990  Ddense 
Department  White  Paper  epitomised  the  compiling  of  statistical  facts  attacking 
Congressional  intrusion  into  defense  policy  planning.  The  common  theme  of  these  studies 
is  that  'good  oversight'  requires  constant  vigilance  of  legislative  goals  and  actioo  primarily 
through  strat^c  dialogue,  and  that  congresstonal  micromanagmnent  of  program  spending 
is  disruptive  to  coherent  budgeting. 

However,  while  normative  criticism  of  micromanagement  abounds,  far  less  onpirical 
work  has  been  done  to  measure  the  actual  amount  of  micromanagement  Only  two  studies 
and  a  luuidful  of  short  articles  in  the  Armed  Forces  Journal  IntemmiQnal  actually  cany 
out  a  detailed  empirical  study  of  Congresstonal  micromanagement  The  first  study  was 
an  unpublished  report  by  Robert  Bledsoe  that  documented  the  combined  number  of 
line-item  changes  by  the  Armed  Services  and  Defense  Appropnatiocu  Subcommittees  for 
fiscal  years  1976-1983.  The  findings  of  the  study  indicate  that  Congress  changed  over 
10.000  line-items  within  the  defense  budget  during  the  eight  years  considered.  (Art. 
l98Sa.  234)  The  basis  of  what  constitutes  a  line-item  is  crucial  for  evalutting  the  ^cacy 
of  Bledsoe's  work,  but  his  study  remains  unpublished  and  is  not  available.  Line-item 


5 


definitkm  is  particularly  true  of  changes  to  the  constructtoo  portion  of  the  budget  request 

This  portion  of  the  budget  is  composed  of  many  small  program  sub^ements  diat  must 

be  individually  revieiwed.  authorized,  and  appropriated  in  order  for  die  defense  comptrcdler 

to  allocate  Amding.  However  both  the  coostructioo  budget  and  changes  to  it  are 

imhgniAcant  in  comparison  to  the  bulk  of  the  president’s  request  White  commenting 

about  die  expansion  in  the  scope  of  annual  authorizatioos  during  the  same  period  as 

Bledsoe's  study,  Barry  Blechman  noted  dim  the  one  exception  was  military  oonstruction. 

(In  the  defense  construction  account)... "the  armed  services  committees  insisted  on 
the  right  to  authorize  most  individual  constructioo  protects.  C^onstructioo.  however, 
constituted  only  a  tiiiy  portioo  of  defense  spending  and  <hd  not  entail  Arst<order 
decisions  on  defense  policy  and  military  strategy."  (Blechman.  1 990,  30) 

The  increasing  scope  of  Congressiooal  authorizatioos  and  appropriatioos  and  its  effect  on 

the  increase  m  the  number  of  tin*>ittm  changes  to  the  defense  request  is  Miother  problem 

often  overlooked  by  Congressiooal  critics.  Every  empirically  oriented  Congressiooal 

micromanagement  study  comments  on  the  drammic  increase  in  the  annual  number  of 

line-items  changed  (Art  1995  and  1990.  Blechman  1990,  OSD  1990,  Owens  1990, 

Lindsay  1991.  Wildavsky  1992)  No  study  links  any  measure  of  the  increase  to  the 

broader  issue  that  Congreas  had  drammically  increased  the  scope  of  its  buc^etary  review 

during  those  same  years  Aaron  Wildavsky,  commenting  on  the  descensus  of  defense, 

wrote  that 

In  1969  Congress  made  ItO  changes  to  the  defense  amhonzmions  bill  and  650 
revtsioos  to  the  appropriatioos  btli.  These  numbers  increased  to  222  and  1032, 
respectively,  in  1975  and  skyrocketed  by  1995  to  1 145  authorizabon  adfustinentt 
and  2156  appropriations  adjumments.  (Wildavsky,  1992,  404) 


A  portioa  of  the  incfows  in  lino-item  microman«gement  are  cmtainly  due  to  more 

detailed  scrutiny  of  the  budget  request,  but  a  portion  of  the  increase  is  also  due  to  die 

inclusion  of  all  types  of  weapons  in  1970,  Operations  and  Maintenance  Programs  in  1982, 

and  all  Procuremmt  Programs  in  1983.  The  breadth  of  Pro^ams  under  Congressional 

scrutiny  is  a  diffwent  issue  thm  the  detail  of  micromanagement. 

Moreover,  knowletl^e  of  the  basis  and  dispersion  of  line-item  changes  is  crucial 

because  much  of  the  empirical  work  that  has  been  done  is  methodologically  flawed. 

Typical  in  this  regard  is  the  initial  Armed  Forces  Journal  International  study  done  by 

Deborah  Kyle.  She  argued  that  Congress  dianged  over  60%  of  the  line-items  accounted 

for  in  the  1984  defense  budget  request  Speciflcally,  Kyle  wrote  that, 

the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  changed  63%  of  the  1,129  line-items  it 
reviewed  and  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  changed  a  whopping 
68%.  .  .althoi^  proportionally  similar.  Committee  changes  were  redundant  only  half 
of  the  time.  In  roost  cases  one  Committee  changed  one  line-item,  while  the  other 
adjusted  a  different  one,  thereby  reworking  nearly  every  line-item  in  the  budget 
(Kyle.  1984,  24) 

However,  Kyle's  study  was  methodologically  flawed.  Kyle  used  only  the  Department  of 
Defense  flnal  line-item  summary  on  Congressional  action  (more  commonly  called  the 
Financial  Accounting  Document  or  **FAD’*)  in  detmmining  the  base  number  of  line-items 
within  the  president's  budget  request  This  document  exclusively  addresses  the  spedflc 
program  dement  funtbng  requests  diat  w«e  subject  to  change  by  Congress.  The  FAD 
includes  only  those  itmns  that  Congress  has  considered  for  chmge,  not  die  total  number 
of  line-items  in  the  president's  defense  budget  request  That  request  includes  thousands 
of  line-items  that  are  sufficiently  non-conttoversiai  to  Congress  that  they  are  excluded 
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from  the  FAD.  In  order  to  identify  the  total  number  of  line-items  in  the  president's 
request,  a  different  set  of  documents  must  be  used.  The  DoD  Comptroller  provides  three 
documents  to  Congress  that  identify  all  of  the  line-items  in  their  req>ective  budget 
categories;  Procurement  Programs  (the  "P-l");  Research,  Testing,  Development,  and 
Evaluation  Ingrams  (the  "R-l");  Construction  and  Housing  Programs  (die  "C-l").  There 
is  no  such  document  for  Operations  and  Maintenance  Programs.  Kyle's  failure  to  use  the 
proper  sources  for  determining  the  total  number  of  line-items  in  the  president's  request  led 
her  to  overestimate  the  percentage  of  line-items  changed  by  Congress.  A  later  Armed 
Forces  Journal  International  studies  accounted  for  all  line-items  in  the  budget  request 
when  calculating  the  percent  changed  in  the  FAD.  Although  this  study  indicated  a  higher 
number  of  line-item  changes  were  made,  its  percent  changed  determinations  were  much 
lower.  Specifically,  1,579  appropriations  line-item  changes  in  FY  1988  amounted  to  only 
3254  of  the  requested  line-items  and  80S  appropriations  changes  in  FY  1989  adjusted  an 
even  lower  21%  of  the  next  year's  request.  (Dean,  1989,  14)  The  last  good  empirical 
study  of  line-item  changes  was  completed  by  James  Lindsay  in  1990.  This  was  a  very 
limited  accounting  of  changes  to  line-items  of  nuclear  weapons  related  expenses  within 
the  Procurement  and  Research  Programs.  Though  the  study  was  limited  it  was  a  sound 
accounting  of  changes  viewed  as  a  percent  of  total  line-items  and  dollar  values  taken  from 
the  P-1  and  R-1. 

A  second  problem  with  much  of  the  empirical  literature  on  micromanagement  is  that 
it  emphasizes  authorizations,  as  opposed  to  appropriations.  While  the  authoriaamons 
process  is  an  integral  part  of  defense  budgeting,  the  final  process  through  which  funds  are 
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jq>piopri«ted  for  qjccific  programs  ultimately  determines  die  actual  ^lending  levels  for 
individual  line-items.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  House  and  Senate  Appropriations 
Committees  (and  particularly  their  Defense  Appropriations  Subcommittees)  possess  the 
authority  to  actually  "write  the  checks"  that  fund  DoD  programs.  The  appropriation  of 
funding  customarily  occurs  after  the  authorization  process.  In  theory,  the  appropriators  are 
supposed  to  be  guided  by  the  funding  levels  established  by  the  authorization  committees 
(i.e.,  the  House  and  Senate  Armed  Services  Committees).  In  practice,  however,  the 
appropriators  do  not  always  adopt  the  funding  levels  in  the  authorization  committee 
conference  reports,  and  numerous  line-items  within  the  DoD  budgets  are  fimded  either 
higher  or  lower  than  the  level  designated  in  the  Defense  Authorizations  Bill.  In  effect,  the 
appropriadoos  committees  create  their  own  separate  versions  of  the  Defense  Bill,  giving 
those  committees  the  final  power  to  shape  die  DoD  budget. 

A  diird  empirical  problem  lies  in  determining  i^icb  portions  of  the  DoD  budget  to 
study.  Some  budget  calagohes  suffer  from  snomalies  that  make  them  poor  points  of 
refwence  for  measuring  micromanagement  as  a  whole.  For  example.  Military  Construction 
Programs  are  considered  separately  from  other  budget  requests  even  to  the  point  of  being 
audiorized  and  appropriated  under  a  different  bill  than  all  other  defense  a^unts.  The 
findings  of  this  study  also  indicate  that  Construction  and  Housing  programs  are  adjusted 
differendy  than  are  the  remainder  of  die  military  budget  requests.  Another  anomalous 
category  is  funding  for  the  Reserve  and  National  Guard.  The  services  have  been  gradually 
reducing  these  two  componoits’  operations,  procurement,  and  construction  budgets.  There 
are  no  reserve  or  guard  procurement  funding  requests  in  the  FY  1994  or  1995  DoD 
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budget  submission.  Congress  generally  reacts  by  adding  line-items  and  increasing  funding 
in  its  authorization  and  appropriations  bills.  This  reaction  would  suggest  an  extensive 
legislative  intwest  in  the  reserve  and  guard  quite  above  Congress’  actual  concwns. 

Moreover,  given  the  many  thousands  of  total  line-items  in  the  total  DoD  budgm. 
practical  «>nsiderations  dictated  that  this  study's  multi-year  analysis  of  micromanag«nent 
focus  on  one  Inidget  category.  We  selected  drfense  procurement  for  a  number  of  reasons. 
While  there  are  many  different  budget  accounts  within  the  DoD  budget  (Operations  and 
Maintenance,  Research  and  Development,  etc.),  Owens  and  others  have  argued  that 
Procurement  seems  especially  likely  to  be  micromanaged  by  Congressional  conduct  that 
is  driven  by  the  desire  to  create  jobs  for  constituents.  (Owens,  1991,  142-3)  Weapons 
production  offers  a  particularly  tempting  target  for  such  ”pork”-oriented  behavior. 

This  thesis  attempts  to  present  a  more  thorou^  measure  of  congressional 
micromanagement  than  currently  exists.  The  statistical  analysis  is  presented  in  four  parts. 
The  first  analyzes  legislative  ai^ropriations  of  die  defense  budget  request  to  evaluate  how 
many  line-items  out  of  the  total  were  changed  and  1^  how  much.  The  second  part  of  die 
malysis  considers  each  annual  budget  against  its  service  components  to  identify  any 
service  specific  anomalies  in  the  appropriations  process.  The  third  part  of  the  anafysis 
compares  House  and  Senate  actions  to  determine  the  influence  each  chamber  has  to  effect 
its  mark  on  the  final  bill.  Finally,  die  fourth  part  of  this  study  is  a  cross  sectional  analysis 
of  an  entire  defense  bucket  to  determine  the  applicidiility  of  the  findings  to  <rther 
budgetary  acooimts. 
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nL  MCTBODOLOGY 


I  Part  of  die  difficulty  in  examining  micromanagement  lies  in  understanding  how 

I 

line-items  are  created  in  the  president's  reqtmst.  Hie  line-items  within  the  preudenfs 
request  are  the  result  of  a  complex  defense  budgeting  process  that  requires  years  of 
programmed  planning.  The  defense  department  budgeting  system  is  a  highly  intricate 
multi-staged  mechanism  that  b^ins  widi  each  service’s  budget  submission  and  genwates 
a  complex  defense  budget;  an  enigmatic  document  composed  of  over  fifteen  hundred 
program  elements,  five  thousand  line-items,  and  over  one  hundred  different  accounting 
i^stems.  The  budget  is  formed  through  a  roudnized  sequence  of  decisions  taken  within 
a  hierarchy  of  constraints,  standard  operating  procedures,  and  simple  decision  making 
rules.  (Mintz,  1988,  22)  The  individual  service  budget  submissions  are  orgmized  by 
program  categories  (such  as  strat^c  forces,  general  purpose  forces,  airlift  and  the  like), 
which  are  collated,  reconstrwted,  and  divittod  into  line-items  by  the  defense  comptroller. 
These  divisions  designate  the  object  of  the  expenditure  and  the  effecting  service. 
Budgetary  excesses  are  then  reconciled  tt>  a  specific  ceiling. 

It  is  important  to  note  diat  the  number  of  defense  budg^  line-items  that  exist  at  any  one 
time  is  conAantly  fluctuating.  The  standard  document  that  contains  ail  procurement 
line-items  available  in  print  is  called  the  P-1,  and  it  is  die  closest  snapshot  representation 
of  procurement  line-items  published  for  each  fiscal  year  in  existence  at  any  time.  The 
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benchmark  count  of  line>items  used  in  this  study  came  from  the  P-ls  for  each  respective 
year.  The  Defense  Comptroller’s  Program  and  Financial  Department  tracks  all  line-items 
consittered  by  the  Congressional  Authorizations  and  Defense  Appropriations 
Subcommittees.  They  publish  a  record  of  this  line-item  activity  in  a  document  called  the 
Financial  Accounting  Documents  (FAD).  FADs  track  line-items  that  are  singled  out  for 
potential  change  during  either  the  authorizations  or  appropriations  process.  The  FAD  is 
a  comprehensive  compilation  of  all  Con^esaonal  action  and  so  was  used  as  the  basis  for 
this  study's  accounting  of  changes  made  by  Congress.  Line-items  listed  in  the  FAD  are 
drawn  from  all  parts  of  the  defense  budget.  However  only  line-items  from  the 
procurement  accounts  (excluding  accounts  designated  for  Reserve  forces)  were  used  in 
the  multi-year  analysis  conducted  in  this  study. 

Figure  1  is  a  rqiresentative  page  from  a  FAD.  The  format  is  standardized.  First  listed 
(reading  from  left  to  right)  are  the  line-itotn  number  and  noun  name.  The  next  column 
specifies  the  amended  presidential  budget  request  The  following  columns  list  the  House 
and  Senate  Defense  Appropriations  Committees  floor  action.  The  dollar  values  in  these 
columns  represent  the  additions,  sid>tractions,  or  agreement  to  the  funding  requested  in 
the  presidential  budget  The  header  in  these  columns  also  specifies  the  House  or  Senate 
report  number.  The  next  column  contains  the  resolution  resulting  from  die  Senate  and 
House  Appropriations  Committees  Coofwence.  During  this  meeting  the  two  chambers  of 
Congress  setde  any  differences  in  funding  to  determine  the  defense  appropriations  bill's 
final  mark.  The  amotmt  of  spending  agreed  upon  in  conference  will  be  the  amoimt  signed 
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into  law.  The  final  column  listed  on  a  FAD  page  lists  the  ainoimt  of  spending  enacted 
into  law  for  eadi  line>itMn  considered. 

The  defeim  department  ccMnptroller  produces  the  FAD  becai»e  it  is  concerned  about 
die  effects  of  Congressional  changes.  Legislative  micromanagement  does  adversely 
affect  the  Pentagon's  plaruiing  and  programming  process.  Many  of  the  projects  listed  as 
line-items  can  take  years  to  complete.  Redudng  such  a  project’s  budget  for  die  current 
year  results  in  a  reassessment  of  the  out-year  budget  needs.  The  revised  costs  must  not 
only  accoimt  for  the  lost  money  but  also  for  increases  due  to  inflation  and  for  production 
inefficiencies  introduced  by  stretching  out  the  program.  These  fiscal  setbacks  will,  in  turn, 
ripple  out  to  affect  the  funds  available  for  other  programs  in  the  out-years.  In  this  w^  the 
original  lino'item  change  can  permeate  out  into  fiitim  budgets  and  affect  many  more 
projects  than  the  single  line-item  first  modified  by  Congress.  C^itol  Hill  is  aware  of  the 
affect  of  its  micromanagement  and  of  its  responsibilities  for  oversight.  Ttie  FAD 
documents  legislative  decisions  to  review  program  elements  but  does  not  provide 
Congressional  rational  for  diose  decisions.  According  to  a  senior  staff  member  of  the 
Senate  Appropriations  interviewed  for  this  study,  specific  line-items  can  be  singled  out 
for  any  numbm  of  reasons:  due  to  historical  interest,  because  of  some  spedfic  like  or 
dislike,  or  because  a  member  intends  to  add  or  subtract  from  a  range  of  programs 
associated  with  a  lino-item.  Any  line-item  considered  by  the  defense  authorization  or 
appropriations  oommitlees  diows  upon  the  FAD  (whether  it  is  ultimatdy  changed  or  not). 

Parts  of  the  Defense  Budget  not  listed  in  the  FAD  are  the  classified  intelligence 
proonmnent  budgets  for  each  of  die  respective  services.  While  there  are  classified 


Iifi*>itniis  within  the  DoD  IHt>citf«nent  budft^  (liMd  eitfier  by  their  code  name  or  siiiipty 
by  the  lab^  **cl«ssified  program”)  there  is  no  ”single-source”  dooiment  modeled  along 
the  lines  of  the  FAD  tracking  funding  of  intelligeace  line-items  through  the  appropriations 
process.  While  it  is  obvious  that  such  a  document  would  not  be  available  for  unclassified 
research,  extensive  inquiry  indicates  that  such  a  document  simply  does  not  exist  at  all. 
According  to  a  senior  Defense  DepartoMnt  budget  official,  the  intelligence  community  has 
been  more  concerned  with  the  intelligence  information  traveling  through  the  hardware  on 
hand  and  much  less  concerned  with  defending  the  pitfchase  of  the  hardware  itself. 

In  essence,  the  intelligence  community  has  been  more  results  oriented  than  hardware 
orioited.  This  attitude  translates  into  a  mission  oriented  approach  to  defending  intelligence 
procurement  programs  when  testifying  to  Congress,  and  has  resulted  in  a  lack  of  line-item 
tracking  over  time.  While  this  process  of  budgeting  appears  to  have  been  successful  to 
dme.  It  has  resulted  in  little  tangible  information  available  for  analysis,  and  until  only 
recaidy  (as  result  of  die  shrinking  DoD  budget)  little  enthusiasm  for  tracking  line-items 
ovM’  time.  Since  there  is  no  comprehensive  list  of  intelligeoce  procurement  line-items 
available  for  analysis,  intelligence  procurement  budgets  for  the  services  will  not  be 
addressed  within  the  limits  of  this  study.  However,  in  light  of  the  continuous  decline  in 
defense  procurement  (and  in  the  Defense  Budget  as  a  whole)  it  would  appear  wise  for  die 
intelligence  community  to  take  aboard  the  concept  of  line-item  management  and  tracking, 
if  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  have  an  additional  mol  for  malysis. 

Each  iine-iton  listed  in  the  FADs  for  1989-1994,  nd  used  in  this  study,  was  manually 
entered  into  a  database  for  analysis.  While  this  process  was  time  consuming,  it  afforded 
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d^lod  analysis  by  st^isticated  computer  statistical  software  packages  (specific^ly 
Siatview  by  Macintosh  and  SPSS).  Table  1  li^  the  cochng  format  used  in  the  data  entry 
for  this  study.  Figure  2  shows  an  example  of  how  the  dma  from  the  FAD  looked  when 
entwed  into  dm  analysis  database.  The  data  first  was  broken  down  by  service  compormnt 
(Army,  Navy,  Air  Force)  then  by  program  accoimt  (Operations,  Procurement.  Research) 
and  finally  by  program  element  (aircraft,  weapons,  ships).  The  dtt  was  entered  by 
line-item  within  eadi  program  in  the  ordm  it  appeared  in  the  FAD. 


TABLE  1  CODING  FORMAT  FOR  DATA  EKTRY 


SERVICE 


PROC»AM 


PROCUREMENT 


ARMY 

a 

1  PROCUREMENT 

D 

AIRCRAFT 

n 

NAVY 

2 

2 

WEAPONS 

3 

AIR  FORC 

D 

3 

SHIPS 

3 

MARINES 

a 

RDTA  E 

a 

VEHICLES 

D 

DEFENSE 

5 

MANACXMENT 

AMMUNITION 

CONSTRUCTION 


A.  STAmnCAL  ANALYSE  OF  MULTI>YEAR  DATA 


The  first  stage  of  analysis  considered  successive  annual  procurement  requests  against 
appropriations  changes  as  a  whole.  This  examination  measured  the  percent  of  procurement 
line-item  changes  for  each  year.  This  was  done  by  counting  the  number  of  changes 
documented  in  each  year's  FAD  and  dividing  by  the  total  procurement  line-items 
documented  in  the  corresponding  year's  P-1.  The  next  level  of  analysis  split  the  annual 
appropriations  changes  down  into  the  number  of  additions  and  subtractions.  These  changes 
were  evaluated  for  percent^e  variations  and  for  their  net  dollar  value  changes.  Finally 
the  monetary  data  from  the  preceding  analysis  was  merged  to  reflect  the  total  dollar 
amount  (by  summing  the  absolute  value  of  additions  and  subtractions)  and  tfie  net  amount 
(by  summing  the  raw  value  of  additions  and  subtractions).  This  process  was  conducted 
succ«ntvety  against  the  whole  budget,  against  the  service  and  program  components,  and 
finally  against  program  element  breakdowns.  The  resulting  values  reflected  the  total 
change  for  each  year  under  sti  iy. 

The  next  stage  of  analysis  involved  staostical  evaluation  of  the  tabulated  budget 
accounts  to  determine  mean  levels  of  activity  by  l^slative  committee.  This  required  a 
careful  review  of  coding  to  exempt  line-item  chuges  that  woe  not  modified  by  the 
committee  being  evaluated  (i.e.  excluding  line-itmn  whose  change  value  was  zero). 

The  primary  purpoee  of  the  statistical  analysis  was  to  determine  whether  changes  made 
by  Congress  dww  a  standard  normal  distribution  pattern.  This  portimi  of  the  study 
focused  <Mi  two  distinct  levels  of  analysis;  first  on  the  corrdation  of  House,  Senate,  and 
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Conference  activity  and  second  on  an  analysis  of  variance  (ANOVA)  b^ween  legislative 
tremments  of  program  elements. 

Correlation  analysis  studies  the  joint  behavior  of  two  statistical  populations  to  see 
vk^ether  they  are  related.  The  strength  of  their  relationship  is  measured  by  a  correlation 
coefficient  (r)  which  varies  from  -1  to  1.  Correlation  analysis  does  not  depend  on  udiich 
of  the  two  populations  under  study  is  treated  as  the  dependent  variable  nor  on  die  units 
in  which  the  populations  are  measured.  Correlation  is  a  general  measure  of  the  linear 
relationship  among  the  variable  where  the  highest  orders  of  relationship  are  achieved 
when  the  correlation  coefficient  is  1  (positive  slope)  or  -I  (negative  slope).  Statistical 
rules  of  thumb  provide  that  the  correlation  is  weak  when  the  coefficient  is  less  than  O.S, 
strong  when  the  coefficient  is  greater  than  0.85,  and  moderate  otherwise.  The  square  of 
the  coefficient  roughly  describes  the  percentage  of  the  sample  that  could  be  accounted  for 
by  a  linear  model. 

Analysis  of  variance  is  a  more  rigorous  study  of  sample  populations  that  tests  for 
differences  in  true  averages  associated  with  different  treatments  of  a  controlling  factor. 
In  this  study  the  budget  request  is  the  base  statistical  population  and  the  legislative  action 
is  the  factor  under  study.  ANOVA  tests  against  the  assumption  that  the  base  and  treatment 
populations  are  all  normally  distributed  widi  the  same  variance.  ANOVA  derives  a  test 
statistic  (F)  that  gauges  agreement  between  the  sample  population  and  a  theoretical 
standard  (a  chi-squared  distribution).  A  large  difference  between  the  test  population’s 
F-test  and  the  theoretical  F-te$t  indicates  a  weak  relationship  between  the  factor  under 
study  and  the  base  population.  This  difference  is  normally  shovm  as  a  p  value.  This  is  a 
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test  of  significance  conunon  to  all  statistical  analyses.  The  p  value  conveys  informiUion 
about  the  stroigth  of  the  test  that  allows  evaluation  at  any  level  of  testing.  The  p  value 
varies  between  1  and  0  where  a  value  closer  to  1  indicates  te^  significance  and  closer  to 
0  indicates  insignificance.  Most  computer  driven  statistical  analysis  packages 
automatically  calculate  and  display  p  values.  A  conclusion  about  significance  can  dien  be 
drawn  directly  from  the  output  data  without  reference  to  tables  of  critical  values  (as  would 
be  required  to  evaluate  the  F<test). 

Correlation  measurements  were  taken  to  investigate  the  strength  of  the  relationship 
between  the  House.  Senate,  and  Conference  action  for  each  year.  ANOVA  measurements 
were  taken  by  percentages  and  funding  levels  to  determine  pattern  of  relationships  within 
the  program  and  service  components. 

B.  STATISTICAL  ANALYSE  OF  SINGUC  YEAR  CROSS  SECIIONAL  DATA 

The  initial  analysis  of  Congressional  ^ropriations  action  searched  for  trends  within 
multi-year  budgeting  of  the  defense  procurement  accounts.  The  follow  on  empirical  survey 
analyzed  all  budgetary  accounts  within  a  single  year  to  find  out  if  Congressional  action 
amending  the  procurement  account  typifies  action  within  other  defense  accounts.  This 
portion  of  the  study  focused  on  the  1994  defense  budget  request  and  included  both  the 
Hottfe  and  Senate  Armed  Service  Committees'  wd  Defense  Appn^riations 
Subcommittees'  action  on  ail  accounts  represented  in  the  FAD.  Although  the  FAD  treats 
each  program  aco>imt  similarly  there  are  differences  in  the  original  budget  submission 
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between  those  accounts.  The  first  and  most  obvious  differmce  is  that  die  Armed  Services 
Committees  do  not  authorize  specific  sums  of  money  for  persoimei  but  radier  authorize 
a  specific  end  straigth.  The  end  strength  can  be  converted  to  a  dollar  figure  given  certain 
assumptions  about  cost  per  man  and  rank  distributions.  These  calculations  are  not 
included  in  the  FAD.  Appropriations  for  personnel  are  provided  by  single  line  budgets 
differentiated  only  by  service.  These  anomalies  differentiate  the  personnel  accounts  from 
other  accounts  and  make  them  unsuitable  for  line-item  analysis  through  statistical 
methods.  The  Operations  and  Maintenance  account  (O&M)  is  also  anomalous  in  that  there 
is  no  0-1  and  only  a  limited  elemental  division  of  line-items  in  the  presidmt’s  budget 
request.  Legislative  committees  overcome  this  breaking  the  operations  accounts  apart 
in  their  own  l^slative  review.  This  requires  a  slighdy  differoit  treatment  of  the  O&M 
account  to  allow  for  a  measured  appraisal  of  diis  process.  The  base  line-item  count  for 
O&M  is  taken  as  the  number  of  line-items  in  die  final  bill  (as  delineated  in  the  FAD). 
The  Procurement  (P-1),  Research  (R-l),  and  Construction  (C-1)  accounts  do  have  itemized 
budget  requests  and  these  were  used  to  determine  the  base  number  of  line-items  within 
each  account.  The  Construction  account  can  be  broken  down  even  further.  First  into 
Construction  and  Housing  since  both  accounts  are  treated  sqiarately  in  the  C-1.  This  was 
done.  Second  as  specific  projects  within  each  element  line,  by  law  the  Office  of  the 
Comptroller  must  receive  specific  authorization  and  appropriation  for  each  project  to 
allocate  funding.  This  study  remained  at  the  level  of  elemental  detail  to  remain  consistoit 
widi  the  review  afforded  other  budgetary  accounts. 
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The  statistical  methodology  utilized  two-way  contingency  tables  that  compared  change 
frequency  coded  as  a  nominal  variable  against  action  within  budget  categories  by  differmit 
legislative  committees.  The  purpose  for  employing  a  contingency  table  methodology  was 
to  investigate  whether  the  proportions  between  the  different  budgetary  categories  are  the 
same  as  for  the  whole  statistical  population.  The  hypothesis  is  that  the  sample  population 
is  categorically  homogeneous.  The  first  step  in  conducting  the  test  is  to  tabulate  the 
observed  population  values  so  that  they  can  be  compared  to  the  expected  population.  The 
expected  number  of  observations  is  the  product  of  the  sample  population  and  category 
proportion.  If  the  hypothesis  of  homogeneity  is  true  and  all  samples  are  large  (n  >  5).  the 
differences  between  the  sample  population  and  die  expected  population  should  be  small. 
The  test  results  provided  observed  and  expected  counts,  a  chi-squared  test  value,  and  its 
associated  level  of  significance  (p). 

The  statistical  results  for  the  multi-year  and  single  year  analyses  are  presented 
graphically  through  the  charts  provided  in  the  results  chapter.  The  multi-year  analysis 
yielded  charts  of  percent  change  in  total  line-items  by  program  and  service  and  composite 
dollar  changes  by  addition,  subtraction,  average,  and  net  differaitiated  by  program  and 
service.  These  same  graphs  were  prepared  for  the  single  year  analysis  as  well  as  charts 
showing  committee  differences  and  levels  of  association.  These  later  chart  di^li^s 
program  categoiy  along  the  x-axis  and  associated  counts  along  the  y-axis.  The  observed 
counts  are  shown  as  the  blocks  originating  from  the  x-axis,  the  expected  counts  are  the 
heavy  lines  drawn  over  the  blocks.  The  difference  between  the  two  shows  the  breadth  of 
dissociation  between  a  statistically  homogoieous  sample  and  observed  measuremmts. 
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IV.  THE  RESULTS 


The  results  of  this  empirical  analysis  are  inrioduced  in  three  parts.  The  first  part  presents 
a  summary  of  appropriations  committee  changes  to  defense  procurement  budget  requests 
from  1989-1994.  The  next  part  explores  those  changes  for  statistical  variations  within 
their  service  and  program  element  components.  The  final  part  presents  a  cross  sectional 
analysis  of  authorization  and  appropriations  changes  to  the  fiscal  year  budget  for  1994. 
The  funding  levels  referred  to  and  listed  in  the  following  tables  and  graphs  do  not  include 
accounts  designated  for  the  Reserve  forces. 

A.  RESULTS  OF  THE  MULTI- YEAR  ANALYSE 


The  statistical  analysis  begins  with  a  basic  breakdown  of  procurement  line-item 
changes  relative  to  the  total  number  of  line-items  listed  in  the  P-1  for  each  fiscal  i  ~v. 
The  base  number  of  annual  line-item  changes  are  listed  in  Figure  3.  The  number  of 
changes  varied  between  a  low  of  233  in  FY  1989  to  a  high  of  287  in  FY  1993.  Change 
percentages  were  calculated  by  dividing  base  numbers  of  changes  into  the  total  number 
of  line-items  listed  in  die  P-1  for  each  respective  year  and  are  presented  in  Table  n.  The 
percentage  of  line-items  changed  each  year  by  the  appropriations  subcommittees  varied 
between  IS  and  23  percent. 
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TABLE  n  PERCENT  PROCUREMENT  LINE-ITEMS  CHANGED  BY  APPROPRIATIONS 


1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

15.2% 

17.8% 

21.0% 

22.5% 

22.9% 

21.7% 

The  next  level  of  analysis  describes  line-item  changes  as  a  function  of  cuts  or  additions. 
Figure  4  shows  this  breakdown.  In  each  year  more  line-items  were  subtracted  from  than 
were  added  to.  FY  1991  represented  the  widest  disparity  between  changes  adding 
(60  items)  and  changes  cutting  (226  items).  Exploring  furdier,  the  percmtages  additions 
and  subtractions  were  determined  and  plotted  with  the  total  change  percentages  in 
Figure  5.  As  expected,  die  largest  percentage  of  line-items  cut  occurred  in  FY  1991  when 
16.6%  of  procurement  line-items  were  cut  in  funding  by  the  appropriators.  This  action 
coincides  with  the  largest  dollar  amount  of  cuts  (roughly  $16.5  billion).  The  largest 
percentage  of  line-items  added  occurred  die  following  year  when  8.8%  of  procurement 
line-items  were  increased  in  funding.  However,  the  largest  increase  in  the  dollar  additions 
to  procurement  line-items  was  in  1990  ($1 1.85  billion),  and  not  1992  ($5.68  billion).  The 
pattern  indicates  that  prior  to  1991  there  were  a  smaller  number  of  large  funding  changes 
and  since  then  the  pattern  has  changed  to  a  pattern  of  enacting  a  larger  number  of  smaller 
dollar  amount  increases.  The  year  with  die  largest  percentage  of  procuremmt  line-item 
changes  was  1993  (22.9%).  However,  it  is  important  to  note  that  despite  die  apparent 
increase  in  the  percentages  of  line-item  changes,  the  actual  number  of  line-items  changed 
did  not  differ  significandy  over  die  last  three  years  of  die  study. 
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Radier  the  total  number  of  line-items  listed  in  the  P-l  has  decreased  from  the  numbers 
submitted  at  the  beginning  of  die  decade.  The  recent  increase  in  the  percent  of  line-item 
changes  does  not  appear  indicative  of  any  closer  scrutiny  by  the  appropriations 
subcommittees,  but  rather  simply  reflects  a  decreasing  procurement  program. 

The  next  level  of  analysis  measured  the  number  and  percentage  of  line-item  changes  as 
a  function  of  the  dollar  amount  of  change  in  the  defmse  procurement  budget  (in  billions). 
This  analysis  combined  the  dollar  amount  of  both  additions  and  subtractions  oiacted  by 
the  appropriations  committees  (absolute  value  of  additions  and  subtractions  wo-e 
combined  as  positive  numbers,  to  measure  die  total  dollar  amount  of  change).  Figure  6 
shows  die  dollar  amount  of  change  plotted  against  the  total  defense  procurement  budget. 
This  chart  indicates  that  the  procurement  budget  has  been  on  a  steady  decline  (from  $78 
billion  in  1989  to  $44  billion  in  1994)  and  since  1991  a  commensurate  decline  in  the  total 
dollar  amount  of  change. 

The  next  step  in  the  analysis  was  to  identify  die  specific  dollar  changes  enacted  by  the 
igipropriators.  Figure  7  breaks  down  and  di^lays  the  qiecific  dianges  as  additions  and 
subtractions.  The  only  year  diat  Congress  added  more  to  procuremoit  programs  than  it 
cut  was  FY  1990  (die  same  year  as  die  Persian  Gulf  War)  It  is  noteworthy  that  despite 
a  net  increase  of  $4.4  billion  in  FY  1990,  die  final  appropriation  was  still  $1  billion  less 
dian  it  had  been  in  1989.  There  are  two  important  points  that  can  be  drawn  from  the 
general  analysis  of  the  annual  budget.  The  first  is  that  despite  the  rancorous  and  rhetorical 
protests  of  many  congressional  critics.  Congress  changes  relatively  few  of  die  line-items 
proposed  in  the  procurement  section  presidential  budget  request  (on  average  about  20% 
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ov«r  the  last  six  years)  and  the  dollar  value  of  those  changes  is  small  when  compared  to 
the  total  procurement  budget. 

The  second  point  is  that  althou^  Congress  generally  appears  to  defer  budgeting  to  the 
defense  departmrat  it  can  and  will  change  the  budget  if  it  is  dissatisfied  with  the 
Pentagon’s  strat^c  and  structural  policy  rationale.  FY  1991  is  imusual  in  just  about 
every  aspect  measured  in  this  study.  The  budget  that  year  largely  continued  pa^  policies 
even  though  historic  events  had  reshaped  the  international  balance  of  powers  (and  the 
American  economy  dipped  into  recession).  The  defense  department’s  stance  provoked 
sharp  criticism  on  Capitol  Hill  that  quickly  moved  beyond  rhetoric.  Paul  Stockton 
observed  that 

After  attacking  die  testimony  of  Cheney  and  other  defense  officials  in  a  series  of 
defense  policy  hearings,  the  House  and  Senate  Armed  Services  Committees  b^an 
in  die  spring  of  1990  to  draft  dieir  own  versioo  of  the  defense  but^tet.  Differences 
soon  emerged  between  the  two  committee  “marks,’*  with  Nunn  pushing  for  smaller 
cuts  than  did  Crmgressman  Les  Aspin,  chair  of  the  House  Armed  Sovices 
Committee.  Nevertheless,  the  defense  authorization  bills  that  emerged  from  the  two 
committees  reflected  a  different  sense  of  program  spending  priorities  (and  lower 
overall  spending  levels)  than  those  proposed  by  the  president.  (Stockton,  1993, 240) 

The  next  part  of  die  analysis  focuses  on  the  individual  committee,  service,  and  program 
element  components  of  the  appropriations  changes  to  the  presidential  budget  request  The 
first  phase  of  the  analysis  studied  the  interactions  of  the  House  Defense  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  (HDAS)  and  the  Senate  Defense  Appropriations  Subcommitlee  (SDAS). 
Figure  8  shows  the  average  line-item  activity  comlucted  by  the  HDAS,  SDAS.  and  by 
their  final  conference  mark  up.  The  mem  for  each  committee  was  calculated  by  dividing 
the  total  number  of  chmge  proposals  (specific  to  each  committee)  by  total  dollar  amount 
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of  die  proposed  changes  (also  specific  to  each  committee)  The  figure  shows  the 
comparative  magnitude  of  the  average  annual  recommendation  of  each  committee  (per 
line-item)  and  the  average  change  that  results  from  the  final  conference  mark  up.  The 
figure  indicates  that  more  often  the  HDAS  is  closer  to  the  average  conference  mark. 

While  the  measurement  of  the  average  diange  proposed  by  each  appropriations 
committee  is  descriptive,  additional  statistical  tools  can  be  used  to  build  a  stronger  basis 
of  comparison.  Correlation  testing  provides  a  more  rigorous  comparison  between  die 
actions  of  the  two  committees.  Table  III  presmts  the  computed  correlation  coefficients 
resulting  from  a  comparison  of  die  line-item  dollar  value  changes  widiin  the 
appropriations  committees  and  final  conference.  As  described  earlier,  the  higher  the  value 
of  the  coefficient,  the  closer  the  level  of  association  between  sample  populations.  The 
table  indicates  that  the  SDAS  more  often  brings  its  change  through  the  final  conference 
(although  as  noted  earlier,  on  average  the  HDAS  is  closer  indicating  that  large  changes 
proposed  by  the  SDAS  are  not  as  readily  accepted).  The  table  also  indicates  an  overall 
steady  decline  in  the  association  between  committee  action  and  final  conference  mark. 
The  inference  is  that  committee  decisions  on  line-item  changes  matter  less  than  they  used 
to.  The  level  of  association  in  FY  1994  was  particularly  weak. 

TABLE  m  ANNUAL  COMMITTEE  TO  CONFERENCE  CHANGE  CORRELATION 


1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

HDAS 

0.723 

0.563 

0.722 

0,585 

0.386 

0M4 

SDAS 

0,871 

0,857 

IQUI 

0.369 

0.288 

SOUR^Er^oSTinaocianicoountingTDocumwitriorFYsTw^irTw^r 
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The  next  level  of  analysis  examined  the  results  of  appropriations  committee  line-item 
changes  against  individual  service  components.  The  raw  number  of  annual  line-item 
additions  and  subtractions  for  each  service  were  plotted  and  are  presented  in  Figure  9.  The 
figure  indicates  diat  all  services  (excepting  the  Marine  Corps)  withstood  a  particularly 
large  increase  in  the  number  of  line-item  cuts  in  1 99 1 .  Marine  Corps  procurement  activity, 
which  is  relatively  small  in  comparison  to  die  other  three  services,  tracks  evenly  over  all 
the  years  studied.  The  specific  dollar  changes  to  service  accounts  are  provided  in 
Figure  10.  Only  the  relatively  good  treatment  of  the  Navy  in  FY  1990  (through  additions) 
and  mild  treatment  of  die  Army  in  FY  1991  (through  limited  cutting)  stand  out  from  the 
apparendy  even  treatment  of  the  services.  Figures  1 1  through  18  provide  separate  service 
plots  of  percent  and  specific  dollar  changes  for  further  clarity.  Finally,  the  net  dollar 
change  in  appropriations  is  provided  by  Figure  19.  This  figure  shows  diat  in  general 
appropriators  add  to  Army  and  Marine  budgets  while  subtracting  from  Navy  and  Air 
Force  budgets.  However  the  net  effect  for  all  services  is  at  most  modest,  not  exceeding 
$3  billion  in  budgets  averaging  $20-$30  billion  annually. 

The  final  component  level  analysis  examined  appropriations  committee  activity  against 
a  breakdown  of  program  elements.  The  intoit  of  this  investigation  is  to  find  out  if 
appropriators  have  an  interest  in  any  particular  group  of  projects  within  the  procurement 
account.  ANOVA  testing  was  used  to  eiqilore  differences  in  the  means  and  variances  in 
the  Congressional  treatment  of  program  elements.  The  statistical  results  of  the 
examination  are  provided  in  Table  IV  in  the  form  of  means  tables  differaitiated  by 
HDAS,  SDAS,  and  CONFERENCE  activity.  The  tables  indicate  that  while  some 
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TABLE  IV  MEANS  DIFFERENTIATION  OF  PROCUREMENT  UNE-ITEM  CHANGES 


HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 


ACFT 

WEAPS 

SHIPS 

VEHS 

AMMO 

OTHR 

1989 

0.206 

-0.110 

0.035 

0.031 

-0.261 

0.772 

1990 

-0.109 

-0.114 

0.171 

-0.127 

0.082 

-0.070 

1991 

-0.203 

-0.146 

-0.134 

-0.324 

0.365 

warn 

1992 

0.033 

0.867 

0.349 

0.078 

0.122 

0.110 

1993 

0.148 

1.384 

-0.110 

-0.215 

0.187 

0.005 

1994 

0.444 

0.116 

-0.093 

-0.143 

0.584 

-0.180 

SENATE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 


ACFT 

WEAPS 

SHIPS 

VEHS 

AMMO 

1989 

0.089 

mm 

-0.130 

0.573 

-0.297 

-0.168 

1990 

-0.071 

•0.130 

•0.110 

-0.232 

•0.180 

-0.122 

1991 

•0.284 

0.288 

•0.267 

•0.144 

0.445 

-0.223 

1992 

-0.015 

0.754 

•0.098 

-0.009 

-0.065 

-0.082 

1993 

0.142 

1.180 

-0.280 

-0.223 

-0.149 

-0.036 

1994 

-0.098 

0.064 

-0.420 

•0.121 

-0.260 

-0.310 

CONFERENCE 


ACFT 

WEAPS 

SHIPS 

VEHS 

mufm 

1989 

0.218 

0.077 

-0.095 

0.636 

-0.182 

0.590 

1990 

-0.052 

-0.071 

-0.095 

•0.168 

-0.052 

-0.080 

1991 

-0.327 

0.192 

-0.144 

-0.341 

0.624 

0.130 

1992 

0.052 

0.774 

0.079 

-0.006 

-0.002 

0.015 

1993 

0.211 

1.592 

-0.127 

1.129 

-0.072 

0.132 

1994 

-0.003 

0.113 

-0.223 

-0.083 

0.565 

-0.297 

SOURCE;  DoD  Financial  Accounting  Documents  for  FYs  1989  to  1994 
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procurement  program  areas  are  significantly  affect  in  a  particular  single  year,  tiiere  are  no 
specific  program  categories  that  are  generally  affected.  The  mean  tables  also  indicate  diat 
there  is  no  specific  pattern  of  change  widiin  the  final  conference  mark.  These  results 
support  the  hypothesis  that  there  are  no  particular  programs  within  the  procurem«it 
account  that  are  exceptionally  interesting  to  appropriators.  Although  not  shown,  p  values 
calculated  in  conjunction  with  die  means  tables  all  indicated  an  insignificant  level  of 
association. 

B.  RESULTS  OF  THE  SINGLE  YEAR  ANALYSIS 

The  broad  trends  found  in  the  defense  impropriations  account  are  indicative  of  how 
other  accounts  are  treated  and  how  the  authorization  committees  act.  The  key  findings  in 
the  study  of  the  1994  budget  are  that  the  interrelationship  between  committees  is 
generally  more  significant  than  between  chambers  and  that  the  total  percent  change  to  the 
budget  request  is  indicative  of  specific  change  rates  within  the  operations,  procurement, 
and  research  accounts  but  not  to  changes  within  construction  and  housing  accounts.  The 
findings  are  suggestive  that  Congress  generally  micromanages  the  defense  budget  to  fulfill 
its  legitimate  policy  oversight  responsibilities,  even  in  areas  where  potentially  significant 
direct  public  incentives  could  be  a  powerful  lure  for  parochialism. 

The  initial  assessment  of  Congressional  micromanagement  in  the  FY  1994  budget 
process  paralleled  the  analyses  of  multi-year  budgeteering.  The  treatment  of  the  defense 
budget  request  was  broken  down  by  committee,  service,  and  program  components  to  find 
distinct  operating  patterns.  Percent  change  and  changes  from  expected  were  analyzed  first. 
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The  study  then  examined  dollar  value  changes  by  average,  addition  or  cut,  and  net 
assessments  with  respect  to  the  component  breakdowns.  Tables  V  and  VI  provide  the 
percent  of  line-items  changed  and  changes  from  expected  by  program  and  service.  Figures 
20  and  21  provide  diis  information  graphically. 

This  data  indicates  that  procurement  programs  are  adjusted  less  than  expected, 
research  and  personnel  programs  are  adjusted  about  as  much  as  expected,  and  diat 
operations  and  construction  programs  are  adjusted  more  than  expected.  No  specific 
patterns  of  changes  are  measured  through  this  examination  but  a  pattern  does  seem  to  be 
indicated  that  will  be  investigated  by  more  powerful  statistical  methods.  Figures  22 
through  27  provide  the  dollar  value  breakdown  of  legislative  line-item  changes  and  show 
no  clear  patterns  in  Congressional  interest.  Again  more  cogent  means  will  be  employed 
to  verify  die  independence  between  committees  and  program  or  service  components  in  the 
next  phase  of  analysis. 

Although  die  procurement  account  is  changed  the  least  among  all  accounts  the 
relationship  of  the  procurement  account  to  the  total  number  of  line-item  changes  and  to 
the  operations  and  research  accounts  is  strong.  A  simple  linear  regression  holding  total 
percent  change  by  committee  as  die  independent  variable  against  percoit  change  in  odier 
committees  yielded  strong  measures  of  correlation  to  operations,  procurement,  and 
research.  Table  VII  shows  the  calculated  coefhcimts  of  determination  (R^),  as  noted 
before  a  test  value  above  0.9  indicates  a  strong  (linear)  relationship.  The  regression 
analysis  was  used  instead  of  a  correlation  test  because  the  unit  measures  of  all  the  test 
variables  are  the  same  and  because  the  regression  analysis  is  more  meaningful  for  small 
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TABLE  V  VARIATIONS  IN  CONGRESSIONAL  ACTION  BY  PROGRAM 


HOUSE  COMMITTEES 


PERS 


0&  M 


PROCMENT  RDT  &  E 


CONST 


APP  ASC  APP  ASC  APP  ASC  APP  ASC  APP  ASC  APP 


%  26.8  23.5  39.7  10.8  18.0  18.0  35.6  38.0  32.9  12.0  12.0 


128  214 

233  322 


137  119 
71  98 


49 

N  49 


61  1059  973  582  491  22 

95  954  866  612  556  29 


i 


HOUSING 

ASC 

APP 

12.0 

12.0 

9 

9 

15 

20 

66 

66 

60 

55 

SENATE  COMMITTEES 


PERS 


O&M 


%  74.6  18.7  55.1 


147  102 


190  36 


20  1085  966  626 


FINAL  CONFERENCE 


997  826 


PROCMENT  RDT  &  E 


RDT&  E 

CONST 

ASC 

APP 

ASC 

APP 

17.8 

32.9 

34.9 

49.6 

136 

251 

126 

179 

122 

232 

58 

110 

626 

640 

1 

mm 

Eg 

235 

303 

182 

251 

HOUSING 


CONST 

HOUSING 

ASC 

APP 

ASC 

APP 

49.9 

57.3 

16.0 

17.3 

180 

207 

12 

13 

85 

133 

18 

28 

181 

154 

63 

62 

276 

228 

57 

47 

ables  show  peicmt  ot  observeo  change  fiom  total  by  prognun  md  num 
line-item  changes  shown  over  number  of  expected  line-item  changes  by  program. 

SOURCE:  DoD  Program  Budgets  (P-l,R-l,C-l)  md  Financial  Accounting  Documents  for  FY  1994. 
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TABLE  VI  VARIATIONS  IN  CONCHIESSIONAL  ACTION  BY  SERVICE 


HOUSE  COMMITTEES 


I 


ARMY 


NAVY 


ASC  APP  I  ASC  I  APPJ  ASC  I  APP  ASC  APP  ASC  APP 


%  25.9  33.0  15.3  21.5  16.6  14.6  29.8  46.6  19.6  27.4 


78  224 

35  186 


19  165 

53  210 


32  180 

56  216 


MARINES 

ASC 

APP 

29.8 

46.6 

9 

29 

22 

41 

141 

121 

1 

29 

10 

101  I  149 
66 


SENATE  COMMITTEES 


I 


ARMY 

NAVY 

AIR  FORCE 

MARINES 

DoD  WIDE 

1 - 

ASC 

APP 

ASC 

APP 

ASC 

APP 

ASC 

APP 

ASC 

APP 

18.5 

33.8 

B3I 

24.4 

15.4 

34.4 

8.7 

19.9 

29.8 

34.7 

127 

229 

76 

187 

123 

271 

13 

30 

101 

111 

110 

208 

125 

235 

127 

241 

24 

46 

54 

98 

FINAL  CONFERENCE 


ARMY 


NAVY 

AIR  FORCE 

MARINES 

DoD  WIDE 

ASC 

APP 

ASC 

AFP 

ASC 

APP 

ASC 

APP 

15.8 

29.2 

22.8 

36.0 

8.0 

19.9 

41.6 

51.9 

MSi 

224 

11 

284 

12 

30 

141 

166 

|g| 

285 

293 

36 

56 

80 

119 

657 

543 

615 

504 

138 

121 

198 

154 

596 

482 

609 

495 

114 

95 

259 

201 

service  end  niun 


es  show  percent  of  o 
liiie*item  changes  shown  over  number  of  expected  line>item  dianges  by  service. 


SOURCE:  DoD  Program  Budgets  (P-1,R<1,C-1)  and  Financial  Accounting  Document  for  FY  1994. 
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PERCENT  CHANGE  IN  LINE  ITEMS 


O&M  PROCUREMENT  ROT&E  CONSTRUCTION  HOUSING 


HOUSE/SENATE  CONFERENCE 


OSM  PROCUREMENT  RDT&E  CONSTRUCTION  HOUSING 


■■  ASC  I—  APPR 

Figure  20.  Percent  of  FY  94  Budget  Request  Line-Items  Changed  (by  Program) 
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PERCENT  CHANGE  IN  LINE  ITEMS 

BY  SERVICE 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


ARMY  NAVY  AIR  FORCE  MMVNES  OoO 


ASC  iiii  APPR 


Figure  21.  Percent  of  FY  94  Budget  Request  Line-Items  Changed  (by  Service) 
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NET  DOLLAR  EFFECT  OF  CHANGE  (IN  MILUONS) 


NET  DOUAREimr  OF  CHANGES 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


T - 1 - 1 - r 


0AM  PROCUREMENT  RDTIC  CONSnTRUCTION 

SENATE 


— I - 1 - r- - 1 - 

OAM  PROCUREMENT  RDTAE  CONSTRUCTION 


HOUSEVSENATE  CONFERENCE 


ll 

hh 

1 

III 

■ 

HH 

ili 

■ 

■ 

ail 

-  U;  '{f 

■ 

■ 

BHmillllH 

■ 

HHHHHHHHHH 

'lilf 

p 

■■Hm 

T - 1 - 1 - r 


OAM  PROCUREMENT  RDTAE  CONSTRUCTION 

ASC  HI  APPR 


Figure  22.  Net  Dollar  Effect  of  Chauges  to  FY  94  Budget  Requeat  (by  Program) 


S3 


TOTAL  DOIiAR  CHANGE  FROM  ADDITIONS 


BY  BROGRAM 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


OMI  PnOCUREMENT  ROIftE  CONSTRUCTION 

SENATE 


O&M  PROCUREMENT  HOTKE  CONSTRUCTION 


HOTT.Qir\53RMATT?.  nTTTsTinJ'.BP’.Mrn?. 


OAM  PROCUREMENT  ROT&E  CONSTRUCTION 


■1  ASC  APPR 

Fif  ure  23.  Total  Changes  by  Additions  to  FY  94  Bndget  Request  (by  Program) 
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TOTAL  DOLLAR  CHANGE  BY  RECISIONS  (IN  MILUONS  OF  DOLLARS) 


TOTAL  DOLLAR  CHANGE  FROM  CUTS 


BY  PROGRAM 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


O&M  PROCUREMENT  RDT&E  CONSTRUCTION 


SENATE 


OUI  PROCUREMQfT  RDT&E  CONSTRUCTION 

HOUSE/SENATE  CONFERENCE 


OAM  PROCUREMBfT  RDT&E  CONSTRUCTION 


ASC  lin  APPR 


Fifurc  24.  Total  Chanfos  by  Recessions  to  FY  94  Budfet  Request  (by  Profram) 


NET  DOLLAR  EFFEa  or  CHANGES 


BY  SERVTCE 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


ARMY  NAVY  AM  FORCE  MARME8  DoD 


CTE'XTA'n? 


- 1 - 1  I  ^ - 1 — 

ARMY  NAVY  AIR  FORCE  MARINES  DoO 


HOUSE\SENATE  CONFERENCE 


ARMY  NAVY  AIR  FORCE  RMRINE8  DoO 


ASC  Hi  APPR 


Figure  25.  Net  Dollar  Eflect  of  Changes  to  FY  94  Budget  Request  (by  Service) 


TOTAL  DOLLAR  CHANGE  BY  ADDITIONS  (IN  MILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS) 


TOTAL  DOLLAR  CHANGE  FROM  ADDITIONS 


BY  SERVICE 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


ARMY  NAVY  AIR  FORCE  MARINES  OoD 


SENATE 


ARMY  NAVY  All  FORCE  MARINES  DoO 


HOUSE/SENATE  CONFERENCE 


ARMY  NAVY  AIRFORCE  MARINES  DoD 


■■  ASC  ■il  APPR 

Figure  26,  Total  Changes  by  Additions  to  FY  94  Budget  Request  (by  Service) 
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TOTAL  DOLLAR  CHANGE  FROM  CUTS 

BY  SERVICE 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


NAVY  AIRFORCE 

ASC 


MARINES 

APPR 


Figure  27.  Total  Cban^  by  Recessions  to  FY  94  Budget  Request  (by  Service) 
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TABLE  VU  REGRESSION  ASSOCIATION  OF  PERCENT  CHANGE 


ASSOCIATION  OF  PERCENT  CHANGE  BY  PROGRAM  TO  TOTAL  CHANGE 

O&M 

PRO 

RDTE 

CON 

HSG 

COEFF  OF  DETERMINATION 

.9085 

.9195 

.9426 

.5399 

.3713 

1  ASSOCIATION  OF  PERCENT  CHANGE  BY  SERVICE  TO  TOTAL  CHANGE  | 

ARMY 

NAVY 

AIRF 

MARN 

DoD 

COEFF  OF  DETERMINATION 

.9674 

.9719 

.9022 

.7872 

.6349 

SOURCE;  DoD  Program  Budgets  (P-1R-1,C>1)  and  Financial  Accounting  Documents  for  FY  1994. 


test  samples.  A  similar  test  along  service  lines  indicated  that  there  is  also  a  strong 
relationship  between  the  various  committee  treatments  of  changes  to  service  budgets  but 
not  to  defense<wide  requests.  The  actual  spending  patterns  did  not  ^ow  strong  patterns 
of  association  in  either  program  or  service  shares  as  shown  by  Table  VUl  and  DC. 

When  considering  change  patterns  it  is  clear  from  the  contingency  tables  that 
procurement  is  adjusted  less  often  than  other  accounts.  Similarly  it  is  explicit  that 
operations  and  construction  accounts  are  adjusted  more  frequmtly  than  odier  accounts. 
The  significant  difference  between  the  operations  account  and  others  is  that  it  is  not 
presented  in  a  programmed  format  when  the  budget  goes  to  Congress,  rather  it  is 
submitted  as  a  collection  of  broad  categories  with  virtually  no  eleir  ntal  breakdown. 
Congress  generates  line-items  when  it  breaks  the  account  down  into  a  more  practical 
format.  There  is  no  prevailing  pattern  among  the  committees  of  adding  or  cutting  the 
operations  budget  through  those  changes  (FY  1994  Audiorizabons  reduced  the  O&M 
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TABLE  VIU  CORRELATION  ASSOCIATION  OF  LINE-ITEM  CHANGES 
ASSOCIATION  OF  COMMITTEE  CHANGES  TO  HNAL  CONFERENCE  CHANGE 


1 

HASC 

HDAS 

SASC 

SDAS 

■•it;  ;rji  i 

.6531 

.7594 

.3986 

.2768 

ASSOCIATION  OF  HOUSE  CHANGES  TO  SENATE  CHANGES 


HASC  to  SASC 

HDAS  to  SDAS 

CORRELATION  COEfnciENT 

.2311 

.2578 

ASSOCIATION  OF  HNAL  CONFERENCE  CHANGES 


ASC  to  APPR 

APPR  >  ASC 

CORRELATION  COEFnCIENT 

.1816 

.1600 

SOURCE:  DoD  Financial  Accounting  Document  for  FY  1994 


TABLE  IX  REGESSION  ASSOCIATION  OF  DOLLAR  VALUE  CHANGE 
PROGRAM  DIFFERLNTIATION 

ASSOCIATION  OF  COMMITTEE  CHANGES  TO  FINAL  CONFERENCE  CHANGE 


HASC 

HDAS 

SASC 

SDAS 

pcrAVG  afS  CHANGES 

.410 

.442 

.129 

.994 

perS  CHANGE  BY  ADDS 

.473 

.996 

.964 

.341 

perS  CHANGE  BY  CUTS 

.150 

.584 

.605 

.126 

SERVICE  DIFFERENTIATION 

ASSOCIATION  OF  COMMITTEE  CHANGES  TO  FINAL  CONFERENCE  CHANGE 


HASC 

HDAS 

SASC 

SDAS 

pcrAVGefS  CHANGES 

.839 

.952 

.037 

.293 

perS  CHANGE  BY  ADDS 

.656 

.978 

.629 

.554 

perS  CHANGE  BY  CUTS 

.029 

.860 

.436 

.864 

SOURCE:  DoD  Financial  Accounting  Document  for  FY  1S>94 
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budget,  FY  1994  Appropriations  increased  it).  TTie  military  construction  budget  potentially 
has  the  greatest  parochial  gain  because  the  changes  there  immediately  and  directly  effect 
constituent  interests.  In  fact  there  appears  to  be  a  great  deal  of  activity  above  expected 
in  the  construction  accounts.  However,  this  year  is  anomalous  within  that  account  because 
the  services  submitted  budgets  not  accounting  for  BRAC  closures  and  so  required 
Congress  to  act  to  rescind  funds  for  projects  requested  at  bases  that  are  soon  to  be  closed. 
This  explains  some  of  the  additional  line-items  and  negative  adjustments  to  this  account 
in  FY  94  (though  the  bulk  of  the  recessions  came  from  cutting  support  for  overseas 
bases).  The  area  of  base  closure  is  one  w^ere  Congress  has  shown  that  it  knows  its  own 
liabilities  and  can  act  above  parochial  interests.  Christopher  Derring  summarized  the 
process  whereby  the  House  and  Senate... 

successfully  joined  forces  to  create  base-closing  legislation  (in  1988)...(the 
independent  commission  appointed  by  the  secretary  of  defense)  recommended  the 
closure  of  86  bases  and  partial  closure  of  five  others.  The  recommendation  was 
endorsed  by  the  defense  secretary  and  by  all  but  four  members  of  the  House 
committee.  A  resolution  to  reject  the  package,  that  is,  to  keep  the  bases  open,  was 
then  defeated  on  the  House  floor.  While  the  1988  law  provided  for  only  a  single 
round  of  base  closings,  the  1991  defense  authorization  bill  provided  for  a  slightly 
revised  commission  process  of  three  more  rounds  of  cuts-in  1991,  1993,  and  1995. 
The  base-closing  procedure  is  essoitially  a  means  for  the  committees  and  for 
Congress  to  make  a  decision  in  the  public's  interest  that  would  not  otherwise  be 
forthcoming.  Members  affected  by  the  cuts  are  able  to  engage  in  the  necessary 
symbolic  opposition  but  the  packages  are  of  sufficient  size  to  sustain  protest  votes 
against  them.  Although  the  initiative  has  returned  to  the  Pentagon,  since  the  defense 
secretary  promulgates  the  initial  list,  the  commission  shields  members  by  its 
endorsement,  allows  for  member  input,  and  the  all-or-nothing  procedure  prevents 
serial  consideration  of  each  of  the  proposed  closings.  (Derring,  1993,  179-180) 

This  is  a  clear  instance  where,  although  the  services  provided  Congress  the  opportimity 

to  easily  legislate  parochial  interests,  both  the  House  and  Senate  chose  to  observe  the 

higher  goal  of  fiscal  responsibility.  The  statutory  nature  of  the  construction  account 
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requires  that  each  project  (program  element  and  sub-element)  must  be  specifically 
authorized  and  appropriated  to  execute  funding.  Therefore  each  project  must  specifically 
be  rescinded  to  stop  funding,  in  an  aggregated  context  the  process  would  be  counted 
against  Congress  as  micromanagement  of  defense  department  budgeting. 

Among  the  four  important  defense  budgeting  committees,  it  is  clear  that  each 
committee  acts  independently  of  one  another.  A  correlation  of  committee  action  based  on 
line-item  dollar  value  changes  over  the  whole  budget  indicated  only  a  weak  correlation 
between  the  Authorization  committees  and  a  separate  weak  correlation  between  die 
Appropriations  committees  and  conference  mark  up.  The  specific  correlation  coefficients 
are  shown  in  Table  VIII.  A  correlation  study  was  used  in  lieu  of  regression  analysis 
because  of  the  large  sample  size  and  significant  difference  in  the  magnitude  of  dollar 
value  changes  throughout  the  budget  (unit  valuation  is  irrelevant  to  correlation  studies). 
There  is  also  only  a  weak  correlation  between  the  Authorization  bill  and  Appropriations 
bill.  The  Appropriation's  Defense  Subcommittees  generally  do  look  at  line-items  changed 
by  the  Armed  Services  Committees  and  stay  widiin  authorized  limits  of  those  line-items. 
In  FY  94,  appropriations  exceeded  authorizations  in  16%  of  all  line-items,  diis  included 
both  exceeding  dollar  changes  to  authorization  changes  and  increasing  funding  to 
line-items  not  considered  by  the  Armed  Services  Committee's  Final  Bill.  The 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  evaluates  and  changes  a  significant  number  of  additional 
line-items  not  even  considered  during  authorization's  mark  ups. 
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V.  CONCLUSION 


The  objective  of  tiiis  thesis  was  to  describe  the  patterns  of  Congressional  Committee 
line-item  changes  on  the  defense  budget.  The  study  conducted  included  empirical  analyses 
of  appropriations  committee  changes  to  ^curement  budget  requests  from 

FY  1989-1994  and  a  cross  sectional  analysis  of  authorization  and  appropriations  changes 
to  the  FY  1994  budget.  The  principle  findings  within  die  examination  of  annual 
procurement  appropriations  indicate  tiiat  legislative  line-item  micromanagement  is  botfi 
enduring  and  consistent.  Congress  regularly  changes  from  20%  to  23%  of  the  line-items 
submitted  each  year  in  the  president’s  budget  request.  When  measured  in  billions  of 
dollars  the  change  has  not  exceeded  27%  of  the  total,  even  when  there  was  a  high  degree 
of  legislative  dissatisfaction  with  the  budget  proposal.  An  evaluation  of  the  net  financial 
effect  on  the  Congressional  changes  would  conclude  that  the  impact  is  slight  in 
comparison  with  overall  procurement  spending;  the  net  dollar  change  in  funding  for  all 
the  years  studied  is  shown  in  Figure  28.  Reductions  of  $1.71  billion  in  FY  1992,  $1.96 
billion  in  FY  1993,  and  $1.8  billion  dollars  in  $1994  are  relatively  small  when  compared 
to  procurement  budgets  of  $62  billion,  $54.8  billion  and  $44.3  billion  dollars  for  each  of 
those  respective  years.  Of  course,  for  particidar  programs,  such  funding  changes  can  have 
a  decisive  impact. 
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IN  BILLIONS 


The  examination  of  specific  components  suggested  that  there  are  no  favorite  sons 
among  the  program  elements  within  the  procuremmt  account  (or  any  other  account)  and 
that  the  services  receive  roughly  equal  treatment.  Although  the  House  Defmse 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  stays  closer  to  the  average  conference  mark  up  the  Senate 
Defense  Appropriations  Subcommittee  brings  its  mark  through  more  oftra. 

The  findings  of  the  cross  sectional  analysis  support  the  findings  that  Congress  is 
impartial  in  its  treatment  of  budget  programs  or  services.  In  general,  the  percent  total 
number  of  line-item  changes  is  proportionally  related  to  the  percent  change  in  tiie  budget's 
operations,  procurement,  and  research  accounts.  Construction  and  housing  accounts  are 
treated  separately,  physically  and  statistically.  Within  all  of  these  accounts.  Congress 
anticipates  a  certain  level  of  detail  in  the  budget  request.  The  procurement  and  research 
accounts  are  suitably  partitioned  and  very  few  line-items  are  added  to  either  of  these 
sections,  the  operations  account  is  not  so  Congress  partitions  that  section  itself  When  it 
does  so  the  new  line-items  it  inserts  are  usually  cuts.  Congresses  treatment  of  the  reserve 
and  guard  is  similar.  Since  the  end  of  die  Cold  war,  the  defense  department  has  generally 
sought  to  reduce  reserve  and  guard  funding.  Congress,  probably  reacting  along  both  policy 
and  parochial  lines,  has  been  protecting  reserve  and  guard  budgets.  When  it  restores 
funding  to  these  two  programs,  it  reduces  funding  elsewhere.  The  resulting 
micromanagement  is  counter-productive  to  the  specific  program  cut  in  balance  but 
essentially  inconsequential  to  the  makeup  of  die  total  defense  budget. 

Within  Congress,  there  is  very  little  coh^ion  between  the  various  defense  oversight 
committees  other  than  the  fact  that  approphators  do  tend  to  stay  within  the  limits  set  by 
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the  autiiorization  bill.  Legislators  agree  statistically  more  often  by  chamber  (HASC  to 
HDAS  &  SASC  to  SDAS)  than  by  committee  but  only  marginally  so.  The  levels  of 
association  along  specific  dollar  value  changes  are  very  weak.  Only  as  a  percent  of  total 
line-item  changes  along  program  and  service  sections  is  there  any  consistait  pattern 
betweoi  the  various  defense  oversight  committees.  Overall,  within  that  pattern, 
appropriators  are  much  more  active  and  tend  to  cut  from  budget  requests  more  frequently 
dian  authorizers. 
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